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The fact that a plaintiff is not a resident of the forum state generally does not preclude the 
exercise of personal jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant. 


The fact that a plaintiff is not a resident of the forum state generally does not preclude the exercise 


of personal jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant,! but it does not relieve the plaintiff of the 
necessity of establishing the defendant's minimum contacts with the forum state and may play 


a role in diminishing the existence of the defendant's contacts.” The status of both plaintiff and 
defendant as nonresidents may also serve to diminish the forum's interest in the litigation as a 


component of the overall analysis of minimum contacts and personal jurisdiction? and increase the 
forum court's attentiveness to the fairness of exercising jurisdiction over nonresidents, particularly 


in an action not connected to the forum.* Under some statutes, when a nonresident plaintiff sues 
on a cause of action having no connection to the state, the defendant's contacts with the state must 
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be substantially higher than when the plaintiff is a resident or the cause of action is connected to 
the state.° 


States are free to adopt statutes or rules disclaiming personal jurisdiction based upon a perceived 
lack of interest in disputes between nonresidents, and that factor can take on constitutional 
significance under the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution only if it is so 
obviously attenuated at the outset that it affects the foreseeability of the defendant's being "haled 


into court" there.° States may limit particular rights of action to state residents, thereby defeating 


jurisdiction of those actions on behalf of nonresident plaintiffs.” Some state long-arm statutes do 
not confer personal jurisdiction over actions by a nonresident party against another nonresident 


party. : 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Ultimate question whether exercise of personal jurisdiction over nonresident defendant is fair and 
reasonable under all of the circumstances, based on the facts which are undisputed and those 
resolved by the court in favor of the prevailing party, is a legal determination warranting Court 
of Appeal's independent review. Dongxiao Yue v. Wenbin Yang, 62 Cal. App. 5th 539, 276 Cal. 
Rptr. 3d 718 (1st Dist. 2021). 
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